symbiotic between individual leaders in client-states to protect the interests of the masterstate while leaders in master-state protected their clients from the public; three varieties emerged. There were those leaders who chose their relationship with master states; those that were forced into that condition; and there were those who freely flirted with all camps and switched sides whenever it suited their purpose. Looking for a way out of its predicament and restore a sense of self-worth, Washington decided to abandon leaders who reportedly had outlived their usefulness. It also sought to be seen to identify with the aspirations of ordinary people instead of the ruling elites 8 and it developed two strategies. These were to reduce or minimize bilateral dealings with The "missionaries" engaged in blame shifting that denies victims ability to demand redress by making the suffering to take the blame for suffering. Blame shifting is initially orchestrated at the intellectual level where ground is laid to rationalize denying assistance to the victims and to provide leverage to dictate laws to the victim countries. Master states remain officially invisible and avoid blame as control is tightened with the victim taking responsibility for whatever may go wrong. In this way, functionaries and officials on the ground become instruments of blame shifting and post-modern colonialism.
Neo-colonialism
The strategy of blame shifting crystallized in the early 1980s and coincided with the presence into political power in key Western countries of like minded leaders who disdained Third World countries. Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher led, the others followed, in forcing client states to listen to instructions from the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, the "missionaries". Rejecting "special consideration", they insisted that poor countries compete with the "developed" ones in a neo-liberal economic framework. 9 Missionaries, making it their business to reorganize African states and resources in ways that hurt, became vocal in blaming the victims. They stressed state failure to provide services which then justified calling for privatization. This meant denying states the ability to provide services and giving foreigners a right to expropriate and control a country"s institutions.
Missionaries were supplemented by new political rhetoric and promotion of NGOs and civil society in a process of making the United States to appear to be on the side of the people. One of the ways it did this was to create a bipartisan organ, the National in the NaRC wars … taking sides in the power struggle" because the power struggle gave them "an opportunity to project more influence." 34 As warriors, they funded political factions "under the name of civic education" 35 and were receptive to requests for "help in persuading Kenyans" to see things the expected way. The situation is not thrilling when looking at the statements and behavior of some players in Obama"s team. In Obama"s major policy speeches, to start with, Africa hardly features. Obama is an American looking after perceived American interests which are not necessarily synonymous with African interests. While the fact that he has relatives in Africa is inspirational and might attract some tourists to Kenya, he can be ruthless in promoting whatever he perceives to be American interests. The difference being that he will not be accused of racism if he harasses African countries into compliance with American dictates.
When he completes reviewing United States national security and foreign policy positions to reflect his stated desire not to be bogged down by ideology, his position on Africa might be clear. Will he avoid the trap of American ideologies overriding "facts and reality"? He talked of some countries being on the wrong side of history yet in many instances it was the United States that was on the wrong side and had to adjust. With Obama, the prospects for major changes in attitude remain to be seen given that Africa is still relegated to the bottom of the foreign policy pecking order. They may be, commented Yates, "nuanced a bit" but she does not "expect major changes." object of concern, it appears to be a bully, mean, arrogantly ignoring international laws that it expects others to follow. It piously talks of democracy while ignoring the democratic wishes of others and has seemingly subscribed to the doctrine of encouraging losers to mount electoral robbery with violence in order to acquire power.
It pursues its interests vigorously and would not allow anyone else to tell it what those interests are, and yet it purports to tell other countries what their interests should be or how they should pursue them. It does not blink when violating the sovereignty of other countries and yet it appears to be surprised that other countries would want to pursue their own interests vigorously. Will Obama be different? I doubt whether the harassment that Africans get trying to obtain visas will stop now that Obama is in the White House.
An impression exists that the United States is out to impose its will at any time, on whomever it wants, and in any manner that it wants. It seems to subscribe to the view that powerful countries do not have to obey international laws because they are big.
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Africans expect "better manners" with Obama. He has given impression that he might obey international law. The question is whether he will instruct his representatives in Africa to have "better manners" and to obey "local laws" as required in diplomatic practice. Another one is whether he still will be held hostage on African issues by former colonial powers.
So what is the general picture? It is one in which Africa"s desire to make independent decisions is hampered by over dependency on, and subservience to, the master states, led by the United States, who then believe that they have a right to do anything they want, 
